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FIRST REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFENSE ACTIVI- 
TIES OF PROGRESS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 436, EIGHTY- 
SECOND CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION 


The Defense Catalogmg and Standardization Act of July 1, 1953 
(Public Law 436, 82d Cong.), requires the Director to report to the 
Congress semiannually on the state of accomplishment of cataloging 
and standardization as directed in that act. The first report, dated 
January 31, 1953, is printed as appendix B of the hearings. The 
subcommittee held public hearings on March 16, 18, 19, and 31, 1953. 

At the time of the hearings, the first section of the new catalog had 
been issued. It cataloged 1,193 subsistence items with a single num- 
ber. Eight hundred and forty-two item numbers were taken out of 
the supply system. Of these 144 were duplicates or obsolete and 698 
items were dropped entirely. 

The issuance of this section of the catalog, in the first 6 months of 
operation, is a small accomplishment; and the document itself falls 
short of what the subcommittee considers should be included in a 
single catalog to make it fully useful. The subcommittee hopes that 
the experience with this first effort will point up needed improvements. 


CONFLICTING VIEWS 


Prior to the report of the Director being filed, the subcommittee 
learned that the Defense Management Staff of the Defense Depart- 
ment were critical of the handling of the cataloging program. Its 
criticism appeared in a memorandum directed to the Chairman of the 
Defense Management Council, signed by the Acting Director of the 
Defense Management Staff (pp. 36 and 37). The content of this 
memorandum was “hinted” to the press in January 1953. 

The “comments” of Defense Management Staff proved to be a 
series of conclusions by ‘“‘staff assistants,’”’ based on a list of proposed 
questions which were not seen by the Director of Cataloging until the 
subcommittee’s hearings on March 16, 1953. 

The subcommittee was informed an oral legal opinion had been 
obtained which gave rise to this conclusion. The subcommittee in- 
sisted that the legal opinion be produced. It was, finally, produced 
(hearings, pp. 141, 142, 143). 

The subcommittee caused the questions to be produced and an- 
swered, and demanded that they be evaluated by the Management 
Staff. The questions, answers, and evaluations appear on pages 
143-150 of the printed record of hearings. 

At the hearings it was established that the major differences revolved 
around a misinterpretation of statutory language and congressional 
intent. 
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CONGRESSIONAL INTENT 


The congressional intent is expressed in clear language in the report 
of the House Committee on Armed Services. (See H. Rept. No. 1838, 
82d Cong., 2d sess., p. 3. 

Section 4 (a) * * * also provides that the item identification shall be swpple- 
mented by information on each item as to size, weight, packaging and packaging 
data, a standard quantitative measurement unit, and other information as deter- 
mined by the Director of the Agency to be necessary or desirable as in commercial 
practice [Emphasis supplied.] 

The language used seems to us to set up a workable standard which 
can be followed. 

“LEGAL PROBLEMS” 


Section 4 (a) of the act reads as follows: 


In cataloging, the Agency shall name, describe, classify, and number each item 
repetitively used, purchased, stocked, or distributed, by the Department of 
Defense or any of the departments thereof, by such methods and in such manner 
that only one distinctive combination of letters or numerals or both will identify 
the same item either within a bureau or service, between bureaus or services, or 
between the departments. The single item identification shall be used for all 
functions of supply from original purchase to final field or area disposal. There 
shall be a single catalog, which may consist of a number of volumes, sections, or 
supplements, in which all items of supply shall be included and in which there shall 
appear information on each item needed for supply operations such as descriptive 
and performance data, size, weight, cubage, packaging or packing data, a standard 
quantitative measurement unit, and such other related data as is determined by the 
Director of the Agency to be necessary or desirable. 

The last sentence [italicized for emphasis] is called by the Defense 
Management Staff a “key sentence.”’ 

The Defense Management Staff contended this “key sentence’”’ 
required an undeviating compliance by the Director and made it 
mandatory that “performance, data, size, weight, cubage, packaging 
or packing data,’”’ and “a standard quantitative measurement unit,”’ 
and “such other related data as is determined by the Director of the 
Agency to be necessary or desirable’ be included with each item in 
the catalog. The Management Staff conceded that if this ‘key sen- 
tence’ were not mandatory, most of their criticism would be answered 
(hearings pp. 121, 123, 124). 

Obviously such a rigid and undeviating mandatory construction of 
the language in this “key sentence’ would result in absurdity. For 
instance: How ridiculous it would be to try and state “performance 
data’ for a hammer or a can of peas. But there was some evidence 
that certain members of the Defense Management Staff would go to 
that extreme. 

On the other hand, the Agency Director and some of his staff seem 
to think that the inclusion of this data was completely discretionary. 
This view may account for the omission from the subsistence section 
of the catalog of much information which in the opinion of the sub- 
committee is essential and required to comply with the congressional 
intent and the statutory direction as referred to in this report. 

The subcommittee condones neither extreme; and it attributes to 
the Defense Management Staff and the Defense Supply Management 
Agency attitudes which have resulted in slowing down the work on 
the single catalog; and in the production of a catalog which is not up 
to the standard set up by Congress. 
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LEGAL OPINIONS 


At the time of this controversy, there was available for both 
Management Staff and Cataloging Agency, a sound opinion (hearings, 
p. 126) by a very distinguished lawyer (former Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, Hon. Charles A. Coolidge), written before the passage of the 
act. It very plainly says that statutory test to be applied is whether— 
the particular type of information is, in fact, needed for the catalog to be used 
with full effect. 

The opinion concludes that— 


if the Director exercises an informed judgment on that behalf, he will be fully 
performing his duty. 

On August 21, 1952, after the act had been passed, counsel for the 
Munitions Board resolved this question (hearings, pp. 126,127). He 
said : 

An interpretation requiring absurd results is not to be followed; and to say that 
all of this information had to be included on every item cataloged would be 
ridiculous; * * * 

He directed attention to the memorandum opinion of Secretary 
Coolidge. 

Both of these were available to all concerned. It was not necessary 
to rely on an “oral’’ opinion which, when finally reduced to writing, 
proved to be completely inconclusive. 

The Supreme Court of the United States in French v. Edwards 
(80 U.S. 506, 511) has laid down a simple rule for determining whether 
statutes are mandatory when they are enacted “to secure order, 
system, and dispatch in procedures by administrative officers.”’ It is 
this: 
provisions of this character are not generally regarded as mandatory unless 
accompanied by negative words importing that the actserequired shall not be 
done in any other manner or time than that designated. « 

It is recommended that these opinions be reread by the interested 
parties for future guidance. 


ROCKEFELLER COMMITTEE REPORT 


On April 11, 1953, the Rockefeller committee, appointed to study 
the Department of Defense, filed a report in which it proposed that 
“the Defense Supply Management Agency should be abolished and 
its functions transferred to the Secretary of Defense.”’ It recom- 
mended appointment of an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Supply 
and Logistics to whom the Secretary of Defense ‘‘might wish to dele- 
gate functions relative to supply and logistics.”’ 

The Rockefeller committee (according to the bibliography attached 
to its report) considered Public Law 436 and the reports of congres- 
sional committees. It is not, therefore, to be presumed that the pur- 
pose of Public Law 436 will be impaired. 


CONCLUSION 


Congress and this subcommittee of the Committee on Armed Serv- 
ices intend to be diligent in scrutinizing the operation of the Defense 
Cataloging and Standardization Act. It will examine in detail the 
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reports of the Director; will take into account all reasonable criticism 
and will solicit the advice and counsel of informed and earnest critics. 

This subcommittee will not be lulled into the belief that all things 
were made perfect by the passage of this act. Our constant attention 
and earnest efforts must be maintained to root out imperfections, and 
it is expected that the Director will explore carefully the operating 
problems involved in putting this system into effect and report to 
the Congress in the event sound judgment requires any changes in the 
law in this regard. On the other hand, we will not permit this program 
to lag, to be sabotaged, nor its effectiveness blunted by captious 
criticisms. Reading absurdities into the text of the law is a distinct 
disservice to the Congress and to the public. 

The subcommittee is glad to report some progress, but the Subsist- 
ence Section of the single catalog needs improvement and embellish- 
ment to fully meet the congressional standard set up in the Defense 
Cataloging and Standardization Act. 

Dated: June 1, 1953. 

Approved: 

Drwky SHORT 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services. 
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REPORT OF SUBCOMMITTEE 


The Subcommittee on Defense Activities, under the chairmanship 
of Hon. William E. Hess, conducted an investig: 


Li1loh of the produe- 
tion of defeetive tank parts produced bv the Bavlein Corp., Rea ine, 
Mich., owned by the Bavley Products, Ine., Detroit, Mich. The 
tank parts were produced in a defective manner with the full knowl- 


| 

edge of the manufacturer which allowed, permitted, authorized, and 
directed their emplovees to ship these defective parts, placing them 
into our military supply lines. The report of this investigation is as 
follows: 


STATEMENT OF FACTS 


A complaint was received by the subcommittee from a confidential 
source that defeetive materials were being produced and shipped DY 
the Bavlein Corp. manufacturing parts for the Army. After the 
original complaint was received, several other confidential sourees 
volunteered information confirmi 1g the original complaint received. 
One of the confidential sources alleged that he had attempted to 
report the matter to the Detroit Ordnance District without success. 


Investigation conducted in the vieinity of Reading, Mich., reveals 
that ammunition racks for tanks had been produced by the Bavlein 
Corp. and had been shipped to the Pueblo Ordnance Depot, Avon- 
dale, Colo.; the Red River Arsenal, Defense, Tex.; Mount Rainer 
Ordnance Depot, Mobase, Wash.; and Rossford Ordnance Depot, 
Toledo, Ohio. The Baylein Corp. also produced adjusting suspen- 
sion wheel-bearing nuts for the Army tank bogey wheel system 
which had been shipped to the Anniston Ordnance Depot, Bynum, 
Ala.; Letterkenny Ordnance Depot, Culbertson, Pa.; and Mount 
Ranier Ordnance Depot, Mobase, Wash. This company also pro- 
duced a metal track-suspension wheel sleeve which was also used in 
the bogey system of Army tanks. ‘These sleeves were also sent to 
ordnance depots at Bynum, Ala.; Mobase, Wash.; Culbertson, Pa.; 
Avondale, Colo.: and the Red River Arsenal, ‘Tex. 

The Baylein Corp. was organized in 1931 as the Aeme Chair Co 
In February 1952 it changed its name to the Aeme Co., and in June 
1952 it was again changed to the Bavlein Corp. The company manu- 
factures stamped and assembled automotive parts and steel folding 
chairs. It sells its products to automotive manufacturers, chatr- 
rental-service concerns, jobbers, and scl ool-supply distributors. It 
owns the buildings which comprise the plant at Reading, Mich. The 
company’s officers and directors are as follows: Volney P. Bayley, 
president; Miss Elizabeth Schermerhorn, vice president; William H. 
Leinbach, treasurer, and Kenneth G. Prettie, secretary. ‘The board 
of directors consists of Volney P. Bayley, William H. Leinbach, 
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Kenneth G. Prettie, Miss Elizabeth Schermerhorn, and George DPD 
Schermerhorn. Volney P. Bayley has served as president of the 
Bayley Corp. since January 16, 1951. He owns 51 percent of the 
outstanding stock. 

Affidavits were taken from five persons who were in a position to 
know the true facts concerning the production and shipment of tank 
parts from the Baylein Corp., Reading, Mich. One of the affiants 
has stated that the Baylein Corp. had received a quantity of poor 
steel which had been used to make the sleeves. The sleeves were 
turned out with indentations and some were rusted. This was brought 
to the attention of Mr. Forrest Castle, head of the shipping depart- 
ment, who said that they would go through “‘all right.’”’ The same 
affiant stated that he had observed some heat checks in a quantity of 
adjustable nuts that this company had produced. In some instances 
these cracks went clear through the nuts. This likewise was pointed 
out to Mr. Castle and the defective nuts were sent through with the 
rest of the shipment. Defective parts were pointed out to Mr. Castle 
upon a number of occasions and, in each instance, he allowed them 
to be shipped when boxes of nuts and sleeves were prepared for ship- 
ment. They were not opened by the ordnance inspector when he 
visited the plant. Mr. Castle, of the shipping department, always 
knew when the ordnance inspector would arrive at the plant and 
\Mr. Castle would arrange to set aside some of the good sleeves and 
nuts on a bench for the os to make a visual inspection. The 
balance of the shipment would be packed up and ready to go. On 
many occasions the same batch of sleeves would be set aside for the 
inspector to see after he had examined them before. These sleeves 
would be kept under a bench in the shipping department and the 
next morning, when the inspector arrived, they would be placed on top 
of the bench ready for the inspection. This affiant further stated 
that on some occasions Mr. Fred Jones, the general foreman of the 
plant, would bring batches of what he called samples into the 
shipping department for the inspector to see. The same affiant states 
that there has been a general discussion from time to time among the 
company employees concerning defective parts that wore being pro- 
duced and shipped out by the Baylein Corp., and tha! \ ...as common 
knowledge among them that defective parts were being turned out 
with the full knowledge and consent of plant officialss 

A second affiant has stated that he had been ordered, upon a num- 
ber of occasions, to pass defective parts upon the directions of Mr. 
Jones, Mr. nin and Mr. William H. Leinbach, the manager of the 
plant. Mr. Castle had been seen wrapping defective nuts for ship- 
ment, knowing that they were defective. On one occasion when an 
ordnance inspector arrived from Detroit upon a nonscheduled visit, 
he found some of the defective nuts. He told one of the company 
employees, Otis Mundy, to set these defective nuts aside. Later on, 
Jones and Leinbach told Mundy to send them through any way. This 
affiant also stated that “sample” parts were set aside for the ordnance 
inspector to see. All company employees in the shipping department 
knew of this arrangement. ‘These ‘‘samples’”’ have been used over and 
over again by Mr. Jones, Mr. Leinbach, and Mr. Castle for the in- 
spector to look over upon his visit to the plant. This same affiant 
stated that company officials at the plant would entertain the ord- 
nance inspectors when they visited the plant, serving soft drinks and 
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keeping the ordnance inspectors there 2 or 3 hours longer than was 
necessary. 

A third affiant stated that when the poor supply of steel was re- 
ceived at the plant, 17,000 component parts were produced before it 
was realized that this supply of steel was unsatisfactory. This sup- 
ply of poor steel was first brought to the attention of Mr. Leinbach 
by the night foreman, Lyle Tittle. Mr. Tittle, upon his own respon- 
sibility, shut down the job when this was learned. At a later date, 
Mr. Jones and Mr. Leinbach made the statement that the steel 
could be replaced but, at the same time, they did not want to throw 
away these 17,000 defective pieces. A floating reamer was therefore 
rigged.up on a drill to ream out the sleeves. This reamer did not 
cut them out accurately. The drill-press operators in using gages to 
measure the inside diameter, would measure accurately but they did 
not observe the difference between the inside diameter in relation to 
the outside diameter. In other words, the holes were not centered 
in the tube when it was received as raw material at the plant. These 
17,000 defective pieces were sent out for heat treatment and returned 
to the plant for inspection, washing, oiling, waxing, wrapping, and 
packing for shipment upon the orders of Mr. Jones. The plant con- 
tinued to manufacture defective sleeves with the same poor steel, 
using the same floating reamer in the drill press. ‘These sleeves 
continued to be turned out inaccurately. This affiant further stated 
that whenever he found defective parts while acting in the capacity 
of a company inspector, he was overruled by Mr. Jones and Mr. 
Leinbach, and the parts were shipped out in a defective manner 
This same affiant states that he believed at least 75 percent of the 
sleeves produced by the Bavlein Corp. were inaccurate and not tooled 
according to blueprint, and were manufactured with defective steel. 
He likewise believes that at least 25 percent of the nuts were defec- 
tive. Upon one occasion, Mr. Leinbach repeated to company em- 
ployees his definition of an ‘inspection.’ This definition was ‘if 100 
percent are to be inspected, then 100 percent must be good; but if 
only 50 percent is inspected then only 50 percent need be good.” 
One company employee was laid off at the Baylein plant because her 
work was too accurate and that such accuracy was not required. 

A fourth affiant has stated that defective nuts were pointed out to 
Mr. Jones upon many occasions and that Mr. Jones directed them to 
be passed on for shipment. Despite these orders, the nuts were thrown 
aside and this refusal to follow instructions provoked Mr. Jones. 
This same affiant stated that upon one occasion 484 defective nuts 
were turned out by a Mr. Schuk, who had been operating a thread- 
mill machine. ‘This machine had been set up improperly. Mr. Jones 
was notified of these pieces and it was later learned by this affiant that 
these nuts had received heat treatment and had been returned to the 
plant for shipment. Upon one occasion, this affiant told Mr. Jones 
that this company was knowingly sending out defective equipment to 
be used by American soldiers in Korea. 

The fifth affiant has stated that he had observed that the ammuni- 
tion racks manufactured by the Baylein Corp. were defective because 
the tubes were egg-shaped and should have been round. Often these 
ammunition racks were shipped out with dents and were out of line. 
This affiant has heard a great deal of talk among company employees 
concerning the defective parts that had been shipped out upon the 
orders of Mr. Jones and Mr. Leinbach. 
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The contract for ammunition racks was completed before this in- 
vestigation started. The contracts for adjustab le nuts and sleeves 
were comple ted at the time of this investigation with the exception of 
the last shipment. The next-to-the-last shipment of adjustable nuts 
was made on June 2, 1953. This shipment consisted of 7,500 pieces 
to the commanding officer, Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot, Mobase, 
Wash. Company employees had observed that the majority of this 
shipment of nuts were defective when they were placed in boxes for 
shipment. During this investigation it was also learned that a Con- 
necticut producer with Government contracts for bullet noses had 
ordered 120,000 of these items produced by the Bavle in Co rp. under a 
subcontract. This called for a delivery of 20,000 a month, starting 
February 1, 1952. This delivery was not adhered to and, in fact, the 
initial delivery did not begin until February 1953. ‘The failure of the 
Baylein Corp., as the subcontractor, to meet the prescribed delivery 
schedule, seriously jeopa rdized the cece tes schedule of the prime 
contractor and, to prevent this, the quantity was reduced from 120,000 
to 15,000. This quantity was completed oa delivered in May 1953 
To partially compensate for the deficiency in the Baylein schedule 
the prime contractor Was compelled to place a subcontract with an 
other subcontractor, 

The shipment of adjustable nuts that left the Baylein Corp. on 
June 2, 1953, were delivered to the Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot 
Mobase, Wash., on June 16, 1953. At the time the Mount Rainier 
Ordnance Depot had a reserve suppl of ammunition racks and sleeves 
that had been received there from the Baylein Corp. It is the policy 
of this ordnance depot that unless there is some reason to believe that 
the contents of boxes received are unsatisfactory, the boxes are never 
opened prior to reshipment to other points. At the same time, it is 
also the policy of this depot that if items are scheduled to remain 
there for storage, they are to be opened and inspected. It is the 
policy of the depot that when defective parts are received there they 
are returned to the manufacturer or his representative. It is also the 
policy of the Ordnance Department that once a diastase has been 
inspected by an ordnance inspector in the district where manufactured, 
then the Government has accepted delivery. 

Arrangements were made with the Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot 
to open the shipment of nuts received on June 16, 1953, and 
make the necessary inspection. Prior to this time, the ammunition 
racks and sleeves which were in storage there had never been opened. 
The examination of the ammunition racks by the chief inspector at 
this depot revealed that these items were produced in a defective 
manner. A very crude welding job was observed and the racks ap- 
peared to be warped and pushed out of shape as well as shaped 
improperly by the machine press. In some instances it appeared 
that holes had been burned in some of the racks during the welding 
work and that the holes had then been rewelded. Many of the spring 
machines for the locks were broken. It was the opinion of the chief 
inspector that these springs had not been placed upon the racks in 
the proper position. In some instances the shell tubes were bent and 
an empty 90-millimeter shell was obtained and efforts were made to 
insert this shell in the tubes. The tubes, however, did not receive 
it as thev were out of shape and not large enough. In some instances 
the shell protruded out of the rack as much as 5 inches. When the 
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shell could not be injected completely into the slot, then the lock could 
not be made secure. A comparison was made by ein the same 


90-millimeter shell in an ammunition rack of an M-36 tank located 
at the depot and there was no trouble fitting th's shell pe rfeetly into 
the rack with plenty of clearance. . 

An examination was made of the sleeves in storage, with a magna- 
flux machine to determine if any cracks existed on the ext rior or 
interior. A total of 45 sleeves were tested No defeets were observed 
The sleeves were then sent to the armament shop where they were 
examined. The assistant supervisor in the armament shop expressed 
the opinion that the sleeves appeared to have been produced from 
reclaimed materials which may have been lying around the manufac 
turer ’s plant and had been sandblasted a nd parkerized This indicates 
that the sleeves m: “i have been made for many months 

The shipment of adjustable nuts was opened and a total of 194 of 
them were placed in the magnaflux machine and all were found to 
contain heat checks. The inspection department at the depot ad- 
vised that this entire shipment of nuts would be rejected pending 
further complete inspections. 

The following is a table showing the delivery of nuts, sleeves, and 
racks to other ordnance depots: 


Anniston, Bynum, Ala 7. 500 1, 900 2 
Letterke , Culbert 1 7 F 1 2 
Benecia Arsenal, Calif 15. 000 3 800 3 
Red Rive Arsenal, Tex 11, 250 2, 850 2 
Rossford Depot, O 7,5 1. 900 
Rock Island Arsenal 8, 750 4750 

Pueblo, Colo 

Port I Dark ‘ “ 


On January 17, 1952, the Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot addressed 
a letter to the Baylein Corp., terminating the contract for the sleeves 
for failure to deliver within the specified time. Complete inspections 
of these items were requested at the Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot. 

In discussing the defective adjustable nuts with ordnance officers, 
it was learned that heat checks or cracks appearing on the outside 
surface of the nuts would burn out the bearings and lock the bogey 
wheel system because these nuts pe rform an operational function. 
This would require a major overhauling job in a maintenance — 
One officer stated that the fact that the nuts had just recently been 
manufactured then it is not a question of latent defects and is fraud 
by the manufacturer in sending them out knowing them to be defective. 

A press release was issued by the subcommittee on June 17, 1953, 
concerning this matter and it was referred to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation as a possible case of fraud against the Government. 

On June 17, 1953, a letter was directed to the Secretary of the 
Army, advising of the results of this investigation, requesting 1m- 
mediate action in rejecting this material and removing it from the 
Army supply system. This letter appears in the appendix of this 
report. 

The subcommittee received a letter dated June 18, 1953, from the 
Department of the Army, advising that an investigation of this matter 
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was being undertaken. This letter also appears as part of the 
appendix. 

On June 14, 1953, the Department of the Army advised the sub- 
committee that the acceptance inspection on the material produced 
by the Baylein Corp., discovered to be defective, was found to have 
been performed by a roving inspector who visited the facility once 
a week as part of his assignment and it appears that the inspection 
was inadequate. This letter further advised that unsatisfactory 
materials will be rejected and returned to the contractor at his 
expense “‘to which the contractor has agreed to in writing.’”’ This 
letter is also a part of the appendix to this report. 

A letter dated June 26, 1953, from the Department of the Army, 
has been received by the subcommittee, which reveals a preliminary 
investigation made relative to the contracts awarded to the Baylein 
Corp. for the nuts, sleeves, and racks. This letter also appears in 
the appendix to this report. 

A letter dated July 23, 1953, from the Department of the Army, 
has been received by the subcommittee, advises that the sleeves 
produced by the Baylein Corp. had differential difficulties making it 
impossible to assemble them in the tank running gear. This letter 
also appears in the appendix of this report. 


CONCLUSIONS 


This investigation again illustrates the inefficient and inadequate 
inspections performed by the Ordnance Department of the Army. 
It reveals that something is radically wrong with the ordnance type- 
of-inspection service, in which defective parts got through the inspec- 
tion by Detroit Ordnance and were distributed to ordnance depots 
assembling tanks. 

It likewise reveals that the usual pattern exists in ordnance offices 
in awarding contracts to producers which do not have the technical 
skill to perform under the contract and are indifferent to their pro- 
duction and delivery responsibilities. It also reveals a waste in the 
shipping of defective parts which must be returned and reworked 
or possibly even cast aside as unusable. 

The investigation also reveals that the same pattern exists in the 
Army Ordnance policy in making ineffective preaward surveys 
before awarding contracts to producers. 

The investigation further reveals that defective parts were pro- 
duced by the Baylein Corp. and shipped out to the Army supply 
system knowing that these parts were defective. The conspiracy 
and the design on the part of the producers indicates a possible fraud 
against the United States Government. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Army Ordnance should review all of their contracts with the 
Baylein Corp. or Bayley Products, Inc., with the view toward termi- 
nating them for cause, and consideration should be given to prevent 
these companies from bidding on future contracts until the Govern- 
ment is satisfied that they can fulfill their obligations to the United 
States. 
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The Army Ordnance should examine their inspection service throug] 
out and make the necessary changes in it to prevent recurrences of 
this situation 


The Army Ordnance should review their preaward survey procedures 


and practices and adopt a new poli Vv in awarding contracts to pro- 
ducers with the necessary engineering skill and which will recogn 
their responsibility 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON DEFENs \CTIVITI 


Witiiam E. Hess, Chairmar 
Dated: Oetober 23. 1953 
Approved 
Derwky SHOR!’ 
Chairman. Committee on Armed Service 
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\ NDIX I 
it ; 
The SECRETARY OF THE ARMY, 
Department of Defense, Washington 25, D. 

DeaR Mr. Secretary: On information developed in an examination of 
tary production, representatives of this subcommittee draw r atter 
three contracts: 

1. DA-20089-OR D-21316FS 
2. DA-—20089—OR D-235881 
§. DA—-20113—OR D-7782 
Representative of t ( SUD iY tte vited hnsapect () 


f the Department of Army to exa 2 ship t of 4 i 








1() INVESTIGATION OF PRODUCTION OF DEFECTIVE TANK PARTS 


( f Hillsdale, M merl e A Chair ¢ 4 
lelivered to the Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot yesterda 
( 
i { (rr facil f ( aterial 100 perce 
I f itio is been fu 1 te e Ar Ordnance D 4 
Ra 
‘ u es 7 that qual les nese parts 1 re 
ul \ ind depots at Anniston, Ala.; Be ia, Calif Red River, 
| ror ( Rock land, Ill ind P | Col 
I A ( i1Ke 1N edia a { I tt material and LKE 
4 el i suse it return t i i re 
( 4 rroul I t and leliver 
ulerial I I rur r administrative a ( part of the Depar 
nent of t Ar! nh appr riate attent to those resp ible for 
t | I 
» committee representatives will cooperate with you inevery way possible 
n correctil the condition to which we have made reference 
Sincere 


Wma. E. Hess, Chairmar 





APPENDIX ( 


DrPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Orr OF THE DEPARTMENT COUNSELOR 
Washington, June 1s 
Hon. Wintiiam FE. Hi 
Chairman. Subcommitiee on Defense Activities 


Committee on Armed Services. House of Representatives 


Dear Mr. Hess: Your letter to the Secretary of June 17 concerning Certain 





Ordnance contracts with Baylein Corp. has been referred to this office Investi 
gation of the n already been undertaken I shall advise vou as soon as 
possible of the of such investigation and of whatever corrective action 
migt appropriate 





B. A. MONAGHAN 


Department Counselor 


APPENDIX I) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE DEPARTMENT COUNSELOR 
Washington, June 2¢ 4 
He Wituiam E. Hy 
C} n S ommilttee on Defense Activitie 
( , te , | ed Ne f Hlouse Representatives 

Dear Mr. Hess: In further reply to vour letter of June 17 to the Secretary of 
he Army concerning certain Ordnance contracts with Baylein Corp., I am pleased 

furnish vou a preliminary report on the investigation of the matter that has 


> 


eady been undertaken as I advised you by my letter of June 18, 1953 
\n inspection of samples of parts produced by Baylein revealed that they should 


ot be used on vehicles in their present conditio They can, however, be re- 

worked The parts involved are wheel-bearing adjusting nuts, track-suspension 

vheel sleeves, and ammunition racks, all of which are used on World War II types 
anks and related vehicles 
No Baylein ammunition racks have been used and steps have beer iken to 


sure that none of them will be used without reworking 


he defects in the sample track-suspension wheel sleeves inspected consisted 


mproper finish application and rusted threads All depots have been notified 
to withhold use of Baylein sleeves until after complete inspection to determine 
compliance with specification requirements. This permission to use the sleeves 
after complete inspection has been granted because the parts are in high demand 
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and because inspection will reveal whether the defects noticed in the sample p- 
ment are present. It is relevant that many of these parts which were delivered 
by Baylein Corp. as much as a year ago have been used, and no unsatisfactory 
equipment reports have been received on such parts. 

Defects in the Baylein wheel-bearing adjusting nuts inspected consisted of sur- 


face cracks which appear to have been caused by grinding operations. All depots 
have been notified to withhold use of Baylein nuts until after complete inspectior 
to determine compliance with specification requirements. This permission to us¢ 


the parts after complete inspection has been granted on the same basis as for the 
sleeves. It is emphasized that no sudden operational failures would result fron 
the use in a vehicle of a nut having the type of defect detected in the inspected 
samples. 

All three Baylein contracts have been completed except for delivery of approxi- 
mately 8,100 nuts. The Army is not currently accepting any shipments of these 


parts from Baylein. <A review is being made to determine what liability, if any, 
the corporation may have regarding defects on the items it has produced. Re 
sponsible field activities have been instructed to withhold any payments that 


may be due Baylein Corp. pending results of this review 
I will be pleased to furnish vou a full report on the investigation as soon as i 
completed, which is expected to be within the next 2 weeks 
Sincerely vours, 
B. A. MONAGHAN, 
De partme nt Counse 





APPENDIX FE 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPARTMENT COUNSELOR, 
Washington, July 14, 1953 
Hon. Wititam E. Hess, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense Activities, 
Committee on Armed Services, 
House of Repre sentatives 

DrarR Mr. Hess: In further reply to your letter of June 17 to the Secretary of 
the Army concerning certain Ordnance contracts with Baylein Corp., I am pleased 
to furnish you with a report reflecting the results of inquiries made to date. 

Acceptance inspection on the material discovered to be defective was found to 
have been performed by a roving inspector who visited the facility approximately 
once each week during production, as a part of his assignment to handle inspec- 
tion duties of approximately 25 contracts throughout southeastern Michigan 
In view of the evidence disclosed to date, which indicates that a considerable 
quantity of unsatisfactory material was accepted, it would appear that the in- 
spection was inadequate. Steps designed to prevent recurrence of this situation 
have been taken 

Detailed inspection of these stocks is still in progress. All unsatisfactory 
stocks will be rejected and returned to the contractor for reworking or replace- 
ment with proper material, at the expense of the contractor, to which the con- 
tractor has agreed in writing. In the meantime, investigation is continuing to 
determine whether any irregularity existed in this connection. Final results of 
this may not be available for some time as agencies outside the jurisdiction of the 
Army are assisting in the investigation. 

Your courtesy in calling this matter to the attention of the Secretary has en 
abled the Army to move promptly to take remedial action and to avoid a recur- 
rence. Permit me to express, on behalf of the Department of the Army, its 
appreciation. When the investigation has been completed, I shall advise you of 
the results. 

Sincerely vours, 
B. A. MONAGHAN, 
Department Counselor. 
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APPENDIX F 


OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPARTMENT COUNSELOR, 
Washington, July 23, 19528. 


Che man, Subcommittee on Defi nse Activities, 
Committee or irmed Sert es, House of Re prese ntatives 














Drar Mr. Hes I have been informed that members of your staff, at the 
time of their visit to the Mount Rainier Ordnance Depot in connection witt 
ordnance items produced by the Baylein Corp., requested copies of the official 

yg m a reinspection, requested by the committee staff, of some 
( 4 Copies of the eports have been received and are forward 
Tt 
I oted that in addition to the poor phosphate coating and rusted thread 
leeve is reported to you in my letter of June 26, these reports als¢ 
lisclose that the ice Ve had dimensional defects which make it impossible t« 
e them he tank rut g geal 
aluating the information given in the report on adjusting nuts it should 
I 1 that an oil seal isolates these nuts from the bearing on one side 
( ! kt ( ts are locked place by fittings and another nu 
holds the entire asset ogether 
these reasons, as sta mv letter June 26 o bject, 1 Lhe 
era i] failure \ 1 re the nut vere to be assembled the hicles 
Ve gat I ment ed in my tter of July 14. 1953. has not t been 
( ‘ i and, as I ‘ ta 1, I will be glad to advise you ¢ he results wl 


Sincerely yours, 
B. A. MONAGHAN, 
De parin ent Co inselor 
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APPENDIX G 
























(POR UMBERVICEABLE m8¥ maTERIAL OR MATERIAL NOT 17 29 June 1953 
MBETING DRAWINGS AND SPECIF x PRRMATION CO 
— = — el ee | 
: F Plant of Inetallatian wher terial received) 
TO: Chief, Detroit Ordnance District RON os aetaiates ae 
57 East Woodbridge Street Mt. Rainier Ordnance Depot 
Detroit, 31, Mich. Tacoma, Washington ORDML-4 
TEM (Name, Drowing Number and Serial Numbe WAN R : . 
Sleeve, Track Suspension Wheel Aeme Chair Cor 
G104-6210101 Drawing No. B210101 | Reading, Michigan 


FOR USE ON EW Tew 


90 MM 35 








ONTRACT NUMBER PR RDER NUMBER 1 SHIPPIN 





DA-20-089-ORD 21s16F$  G51-544 _Mt. Reinier Ord.Depot | 
SS | Partial 11 | kb Ped. 1953 
11. RESULTS OF INSPECTION AnD/OR ASSEMBLY 
685 a 235 | BLE 
TRIED Im ASSEMBLY T wow 8 a Pre ~ A 
None None N 


yone 
Til. COMDITION OF MATERIAL AND REASOW FOR MATERIAL BEIRG UNSATISFACTORY 





Application of the mating gudgeon pin and micrometer inspection proved a 
consistant deficiency in number B210101 sleeve. Inside diameter of rejected sleeves 
had an average variation of .005 inch, measured at four (4) points of the bore. 
Individual measurements had a maximum out-of=round of .017 inch. Irregularities of 
bore are such that twelve (12) ton pressure in a hydreulic press did not force pin 
completely through sleeve. In so doing, there was also a .005 inch expansion of 
the sleeve outside diameter. 


iV. DISPOSITION RECOMMENDED 





vsaste: Coj ves (As : 
RECOMMENDATION 
() Re PLACEwENT ee) Mt PMENT cr cn (Specify 
(77) CORRECTION AND RE INSPECT.I OWNER I‘\G OVERNMENT D retuaw an 
[correct rare’, NAS a . JRRECT PRODUCT | ON 

ae Ye dT t Fs PREPARED BY 
TYPED NAME F. C. CRABB, aR: SWATURE 

OLone. Ord ye Ds ; . 
__Commanding ACTION TAKEN BY — TT 

TYPED NAME waTuR 


inc ono cee, te, eee OTT 
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UNSERVICEABL® NE’ MATERIAL REPORT ae 


POR UNSERVICEABLE NEW MATERIAL OR MATERIAL NOT 29 Jane 1953 
MEETING DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS) INFORMATION COPY 
4 VU 


| FROM (Plant or Installation where material was received) 


Chief, Detroit Ordnance District 
57, East Woodbridge Street Mt. Rainier Ordnance Depot 
Detroit, 31, Mich. | Sassen, Washington ORDML-H 


TEM (Name, Drawing Number and Serial Number) MANUFACTURER O8 SHIPPER Bayley Products I Incorporat 
Nut, adjusting suspension wheel bearing 19155 Glendaje Ave. 


0212-62=10102 Drawing Wo. B210102 Detroit, 23, Michigen 
MOTOR CARRIACE 9OMM M36 
|. AVAILABLE REFERENCES 


aA NUMBER NW ORDER NUMS SHIPPING POINT 


DA-20-089-ORD-2358878 _ G51-519 Mt Rainier Ord.Depot 


" NUMBER T NUMBER ATE PACKE 


|Wr-2258862 _ eae | Partial 2h, ' : | 8 June 1953 


16 June 1953 Ma cD-CV 802 T7- 
11. RESULTS OF INSPECTION AND/OR ASSEMBLY 


NUMBER FOUND FAULTY 


til. CONDITION OF MATERIAL AND REASON FOR MATERIAL BEING UNSATISFACTORY 


Seventeen hundred (1700) each wheel suspension nut No. B210102 were magnaflux 
inspected, revealing the following deficiencies: 


Checks and crecks on the circumference surface of the nut. There is no set 
pattern of the defect. Lines establiehed by the crecks wary from acress the surface 
diagonal. In a few extreme cases, large V-shaped cracks extend from circumference 
wurface to the outer face, with the apex of the ¥ in the chamfered edge. Chipping 
ef metal and cracks around the perimeter of the pin hole has also been noted. 


Pave comple mutes air mailed this acto te Detroit Ordcanes District. 


DISPOS!|TION RECOMMENDED 
US ARLE ool 


RECOMMENDAT (ONS 


} RE PLACEMENT 





ACTION TAKEN BY 


NATURE 
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UNSERVICEABLF NEW MATERIAL REPORT 


(FOR UNSERYICEABLE no® MATERIAL OR MATERIAL | 24 June 1953 
MEETING DRAWINGS AND SPECIFICATIONS 





FROM (Plant or Inatalia’ion where saterial was received 
Mt. Rainier Ordnance Depot 
Tacoma, Washington 


Chief, Detroit Ordnance District 
7, East Woodbridge Streat 
Detroit, 31, Mich. 

TEM (Name, Drawing Number and Ser al Number) F és : | WANUFACTURER OR Sh R 

Stock No. G210-70-53859 ORD DV 7053859 Bayley Products Co. 
Rack Ammo 90 M.M. Left w/cover 19155 Glendale Avenue 
“FOR USE ON END ITEM a : Detroit, 23, Mich. 
Motor Carriage 90 M.M. M36 

ne a 7 _|. AVAILABLE REFERENCES 


NTRACT NUMBER 


peor TION ORDER NUMBER SHIPPING POINT ; | WHIPPING T 
DA-20-113-ORD 77@2 | G-51-515A  —S—_—it. Rainier Ord. Depot 


PING ORDER 8/L NUMBER T NUMBER DATE 


PACKED 


W.Y. 2292548 | Partial 7 | & May 1953 


ATE RECEIVE anrity ARH & TION WUMBER | FROw 
20 May 1953 20 each MROD =- DV-7752953 MR| Bayley Products Co. 
__1 1. RESULTS OF INSPECTION AND/OR ASSEMBLY 


TAL INSPECTE NUMBER FOUND FAULTY | PERCENT NO FA 


20 each |. ee 100% 


moomaemansly ee 


W ASSEMBLY NT FAILED 


samen Yat 
None | None 
T1t. CONDITION OF MATERIAL AND REASON FOR MATERIAL BEING UNSAT! SFACTORY 


Application of 90 mm shell in racks proved racks unsatisfactory for use in 
Major Item. 


None 


Unsatisfactory components of rack are: 


Tube assembly C=-177083 
Facing support B-328427 
Spring A=397004, 


Drawing specification on tube assembly indicates inside diameter required is 
4.875 inches. Physical measurement of inside diameter of deficient tubes varies froa- 
4.625 inches to 4.875 inches. Movement of projectile is restricted past reasonable 
limits by irregularities of the inside diameter. 


Drawing specification on Facing support requires an inside diameter of 3.542 
inches. Physical measurement of deficient facings reveal an inside diameter of 
3.484 inches. The error of .058 inch in facing diameter will not allow the "forcing 
cone" of projectile to seat properly. Such a condition causes shells to protrude 
three to four inches above latch. 


There were thirteen (13) retaining springs number 4397004 broken upon receipt of the 


DISPOSITION RECOMMENDED 
USABLE tee 
RECOMMENDAT | ON 


] REPLACEMENT 


"ACTION TAKEN BY 


GNATURE 


AGO FORM GPO «3.25570 
DA 1 A 51 692 REPLACES WO AGO FORw 692, 7 AUG 4%, WHICH WAY BE USED. 
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APPENDIX H 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE DEPARTMENT COUNSELOR, 





} 8 nqtor Octobe 0, 1955 
on Defer | és 
ed § ae. tin Representatives 
his is in reply to vour letter of September 23, 1958, 
port the circumstances surrounding the acceptance 
rial supplied t Ba Corp., and such 
i r ake l! hi yhirectior 
we 1 ‘ ave be ( pieted Lt b'¢ eral Bur au 
( \ atio? and tur ed ver Its report dated 
Ur 1 State ict at Detroit, Mich who 
aie f the A is requested the Crimina 
f Justice for a ite I 1ont eport of t 
t re ( 1 ( i itiolr I tra lint s 
| the Or ance Inspe r General d 
Y ) | ( | f tor il writ 
ne : | | ribe el ly r red 
ry ) of rm or ! rel rted 1 t SIs of 
yy | r ( } t th wa 
’ ¢ fre Offic C} f of 
ey itist \I i at Jul 7 
¢ tat e held tevel 
f specificat and drawings u\ 
a iQ ' Pre lure for the Dx oit Ord 
end rea 
( 1 at ! s © ( | 
| il l c 
( ut Ci i TON O \ h requires 
i i i ) a pla ‘ 
: : cted to lire und 
w 4 : ; to acceptans er 
1 i I 1 ric mse encio re 
| rue Ni 1110—-6—53, d \ugust 24 
} the ke etor ) ricts within their 
See enclosur Change 1 to Ordnance Corps Order 
ber 10, 1953 
e « ler relatil to the nefficieney of the Inspector 
pector General discovered no evidence of any act 
part o© a Government employee that would 
Vt specto! volved was suspended without 
perform his duties properly, and is now receiving 
n an earlier letter, the Bavlein Corp. has agreed to 
red in the parts whieh it prod iced This agree- 
egard e¢ eari eeves and bearing 
re! ici f t for ammunition racks, the 
i 11 netar s lement Ww h Bavle tO 
Government for the deficiencies in the ammunitior 
ttee finds tl report satisfactory The informa- 
t fraud case will be furnished the sub- 
omes available 


JoHn G. ADAMS, 
Depa tment Co ngelo 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ORDNANCE, 


, : ; > 
Washington 25, D. C., July 17, 1953 


Subject: Acceptance of unsatisfactory material 
1. The chairman of the Subeommittee on Defense Activities has brought 
the attention of this office an instance of grave importance to the of 
Ordnance Corps. The specifie case involved combat vehicle replacement parts, 
t 


| 
which had been accepted by the responsible inspe rand shipped to depot stocks 
Subsequent inspection determined that fror ne-third i f of the parts 
were actually defective. Such a condition reflects upor e Ordnance Corps and 
seriously impairs the confidence which has for so man ears been effe 





{ njoyed 














2. Existing instructions covering inspection practices and procedure are ade- 
quate, if properly observed, to insure that only material conforming to contractual 
requirements, to the specifications, and in every way suitable for the use of troops 
will be accepted It is obvious, therefore, that i ‘lated instances these instrue- 
tions are not being thoroughly enforced by the fiela installations and segn t 
thereof 

3. This matter is brought to your attent vith a view tov rdetermining that 
inspection procedures as established by the Ordnance Corps are being foll i 
and that your inspection or ation performs its ssion diligently is 
desired that adequate checks be continually made insure tha ma rIal pl 
duced is in conformance with drawings, specification and requirem 
procurement instrument You will insure that your ca I Ires s a 
quate safeguards to prevent incidents as menti d | 

t. It is requested that you in t I ( nica ’ 

have taken in accordance iragT ho f 
By command of Major General Ford 
KE. L. CumMMInGs 
Major General, United States Ar? 
Assistant ¢ ef f Ordnar 
a 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ORDNANCE, 
Washington bee jugust 24, 1 WS 
Ordnance Corps Technical Instruction 
No. 1110—6—53* 
ORDNANCE SPECIAL SUBJECT FOR INSPECTION, SS 4-5 
ACCEPTANCE INSPECTION 

1. Reference a. Letter, 17 July 1953, from OCO to all districts, subject 
\cceptance of Unsatisfactory Material. 

b. ORD—-M6O08. , 

ce. “Introduction to Procurement Inspection,’’? Department of Defense, 
Munitions Board, April 1951 

d. Standard Inspection Clause 5e of Standard Form 32, General Provisions 

2. General. The Chief of Ordnance has directed that special inquiry be made 


nto the implementation of and the adequacy of existing instructions with refer- 


ences to inspection practices and procedures at district level. District procedures 
and follow-up must include not only the actual Ordnance acceptance inspection 


responsibility but must include a determination that the contractors are fulfill 





their contractual obligations in performing Inspections 
3. Action by inspectors general Effective immediately and continuing during 


Fiscal Year 1954, Ordnance inspectors general will, during all general inspections 
; I : ; 
of Ordnance districts, inquire into and report specifically their find 


ndings 








reference to acceptance inspection procedures and operations at all levels wi 
the districts. 


1. Re port of inspectors gene ral, The report of this special subject will be 


covered as a separate tab to reports of inspectors general as set forth in OCTI 
1110—2—53. 


By command of Major General Ford 
A. H. NorpstrRom, 
Colonel, IG, 


[SEAL] Assistant 
Distribution: A. 


*This technical instruction is effective until 30 June 1954, unless sooner rescinded or superseded. 
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EPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
OF THE CHIEF OF ORDNANCE, 
tor > i « September 10, 1958. 


t 


KEY INSPECTORS 


20 October 1952, title as above, added as follows 


arsenal commanders and district chiefs 
to districts within their com 

sist the district chiefs in estab- 

lures and practices, utilizing 
improving the inspection 

to schedule routine 
maintain adequate 


L.. Forp, 
1 States Army, 
Chief of Ordnance 


L. VAN SYCKLE 
United States Army, 
Executive Officer. 





